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Background Informata n

On February 9, 1972 the State Board. of Educ t on approved a

proposal to he submitted to the Office of Education for securing a

grant leading to the developmen t of a Michigan Planning Study for the

establishment and admi-istration of Follow Through projects in local

communiti The major nurpose of j_he proposal was to to

the Office of Education that the various State Agencies in Michigan

and especially the Department of Education possessed the potential and

could develop 6-strategy or planning study leading to statewide proli-

feration of reduced -cost Follow Through projects utilizing Title 1,

ESEA and /or other state and local resources. The State Board authorized

the Superintendent.of Public Instruction to take whatever steps necessary

according to federal requirements to eonluct the planning study and apply

for an operational grant for FY 1973. The PI snnis g study proposal n-

tained a provision fc r the Department of Education to provide anticipated

federal planning study funds in the f rm of "Mini-Grants" to certain

approved applicant commuaities and university -based Resource Centers for

the purpose of allow' g them to continue local planning and implementz-

of r it i 1 phases of thpir involvement in the planning study,



eu]ar with pect to the cont -actual program sponsor requirements of

Follow Through and other technical assistance as required. The prop

applicant communities evidenced a subtant_al population of eligible

K-3 students; an ability to coordinate Titie I and Chapter 3 funding

and related supportive services on these children; a substantial amount

of local inter-agency and parental i nvolvement and cooperation in c

pensatory education and a geographic spread and program sponsor

selection aff a sound evaluation design to the study. The Resource

Centers demons__ tedHan interest in and the necessary expertise required

for the development and implementation stages of the Michigan Planning

Study for Follow Through.

As a result of this action, Michigan was one of five states

selected to develop, on a pilot basis, methods for the expansion and

esLablishment of Follow Through A e ,s. Consequontly, on August

1972, the Offie of Education awarded the Michigan Department of Education

the sUm of $70,602 for the purposes of. implementing the Follow 'Throe

State Technical Assistance Program ($24,602) and the attached Michigan

Planning Study for Follow Through ($46,000) during the period from June 30,

1972 to dune , 30, 1973.. The State Technical Assistance Program provides

to the Department of Education a full-time Follow Through Consultant who

ks '_th state agencies and local school districts to enable them to

become more knowledgeable about Follow Through end to assist them in the

identification and coordination of existing state and local resources in

such program areas as health, nutrition, and social and psychological

services. He also helps communities increase their level of parental

involvement: disseminates Follow Through program information; and cooper-

ates with school districts in, the comprehensive planning necessary



for the successful implocnentuticn and ar tics of the Follow Through

concept ire their compensatory a.pd regular education programs serving low-

incomn Ktudents.

Procedures

The attached In Report { ,Jlibit A, pages 5 through 9)

contains details of the criteria and procedures followed for selecting

proposed applicant communities and agencies who may receive "'Mini- Grants'

r planning. The communities are listed on page 9 of the Interim Report.

In addition, the rep t'on pages 21 and 22 lists five universities who

may receive "Mini -C and who will act as resource centers for pro-

viding technical assistance to local communities and agencies. It

expected that these communities and agencies will participate in the

planning study for a period of five years. Should any terminate such

participation, it is expected that other interested communities or agencies

will be phased into the study.

Finally, the Interim Report contains descriptions of the pro-

cedures, problems, and current status of provisions developed to date

following Office of Education specifications for Michigan's plans. The

plans are expected to demonstrate how certain selected local educational

agencies, institutions of higher education, and community agencies can

coordinate existing compensatory education programs end marshal available

federal, state and local funds or services to increase the of

Follow Through projects while reducing the direct costs of such projects.

The demonstration period will last five years and Michigan may receive up

to one million dollars each year to carry on the program.



omendation

Zrecommend that corms tent with Office of Education guide.lin

Et to Board of Educationr

1. Apigarding of "Mini- 2 7 local education

acEraie or community agencies and five '-utions of

higher education for the re---Pective_larli=2LE21114n4hg_

the participation as applicant communities and as csource

A- rove Interim Report for formal s mission to the

Office of Education in order to continue th21142higan

El2Eniag Study for Follow Th4=211t1.

Exhibit A - Attached
Appendix A-U - not attached because State Board of Education has reviewed

these documents
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'('ho Michigan Planning stulKIEEEppowThrough:Iltalmjam

A. Gene el Concept of the Michigan Planning Study for Follow Through

The Michigan Planning Study for Fellow Through is planned to

effect significant linkage and coordination with the State Compensatory

Education Program, Chapter (Section)- 3 cf the State School Aid Act and

.Feder-1 Title 1, ESEA Programs in Michigan. It is further designed to be

entirely complementary with the State Board of Education Apo iuntability

Model for improving the delivery of educational services to the children

and youth of the state of Michigan.

In general, the purpose of Chapter (Section) 3 of the State

School Aid Act is to fund intensive educational efforts for educationally

disadvantaged pupils in Michigan school districts having large concentra-

tions cf such pupils. For Fiscal Year 1971 -72 prdgrams funded ranged

from forty-t-rc to eighteen percent of children who scored below the fif-

.
teenth percentile in the Michigan Educational Assessment Program. The

program's objectives are to raise the ,achievement level in the basic cog-

nitive skills of educationally disadvantaged pupils. The Michigan

Chapter (Section) 3 prog is unique in that it attempts to hold schools

accountahle.for the results or the lack of results achieved with program

resources through the prevision of certain financial incentives. The

level of continued funding is directly related to the results achieved

by the prior years program as measured by pre and post testing. The Act

provides that in years 2 and 3, a district will'receive full allocation

for each pupil who achieved 75Cor more of the performance objectives and

a proportionately lower amount for pupils who achieve less than 75% of the

performance objectives. It should be emphasized that although the primary

objectives of CI pter 3 deal with student learning, concomitant objectives



related to the development social recponsibility and equality of edu-

cational opportunity form the underlying theoretical basis for the pro-

gram and, as in all comprehensive Follow Through projects, are an integral

benefit of all such effcres. See attached Appendix A for Fiscal Year 1972

materials on Section 3 and attached Appendix B for legislation pertaining

to.Fiscal Year 1973 now assigned Chapter 3 of the State School Aid Act.

The Sta Board of Education Accountability Model permeates the

Chapter 3 Program and will also do so in the new Follow Through projects.

Each applicant community will be expected to review the State Board

"Common Goals of Michigan Education," and develop their own local van

tions as may be deemed necessary. Well defined pupil performance objec-

tives will be developed and an analysis of the local educational and

related components delivery system for Follow Through will be madOto

determine the variance between the desired pupil performance objectives

and the needs assessment. Given the latter, plans for altering the

delivery system trill be made to reduce the gap between what is expected

of projects and what is achieved by the students. The Follow Through

program sponsor is expected to play an especially crucial role in this

process. In-service professional development of staff and sound evalue-

tion of each FollowThrough project is expected to result in the disse-

mina-ion of effective educational practices and the proliferation of new

Follow Through projects in Michigan utilizing Chapter 3 and Title I,

ESEA resources.

The program concept presented here is also highly consistent

with Federal 0E0 and Michigan Economic Opportunity Office Program philo-

sophy and guidelines. Once again the desired features of federal/state/



local cooperation, coordination, and impa ction as per Office of Education

directives are expected to he accomplished in a planned and effective

manner. An additional and vital element in the proposed Follow Through

applicant communities will be the focus and quality of their Title 1,

ESE efforts. On October 13, 1970, the Michigan State Board of Education

adopted Approval Policies for Title I, ESEA. These Title I policies

assign the highest priority to pre -kindergarten and early childhood edu-

.cation (up through third grade) programs, the raising of achievement

levels in the basic skills, and meaningful parent involvement in the plan-

ning and conducting of projects `ended under Title I.

Thus, the Impacting and/or coordination of Follow Through,

Chapter 3 of the State Aid Act, and Title I, when coupled with the

Michigan State Board of Education Goals and Accountability Thrust,

guarantees not only the selection and participation of c with

the greatest needs but also the fiscal and professional capability to

implement new Follow Through projects-entirely consistent with the TJSOE

Five Year Plan gUidelines. When the Michigan accountability model is

also applied to these projects, the highest assurances for successful

Follow !'hrough approaches are provided. The experimental and demonstra-

tion potential of such a design for Michiga 's early childhood education

thrust is also outstanding and may be used to special advantage by tha

Department's State Compensatory and Federal P egraMs Evaluation Units.

The development and successful implementation of the above con-

cept will pose many opportvnities for State Compensatory Education stiff

and Meal Follow Through project administratOrs, staff, parents, and/

program sponsors to again address a variety of very serious concerns



which may include at least the following: the development of pupil

performance c bjectives and local criteri,, eferenced testing or state

assessment measures related to children ages 4-8; the practical impact

on Follow children due to the dramatic reduction in funding

level from , ry 1972 national average of approximately $800 per child

in current a ch and development sites to about $400 per child in

the proposed new State projects; the actual delivery of comprehensive

supportive services to children at the local school district level given

the above reduction in available funds, the degree and effectiveness of

the implied coordination of federal/state/local office& funds, and

services in various compensatory programs given the sometimes conf 1

legislation and rules and regulations of each; the alleged proliferation

of local community parent advisory committees' and their impact c-n insti-

tutional change and pupil achievement, if any; and the effect on local

Michigan school district K-3 instructional programs of mandated program

sponsor involvement in such programs and related components. It is

expected that the Michigan Planning Study for Follow Through will pro-

vide substantive responses to the above concerns and may lend itself to

the solution of these and other pressing problems i.n compensatory education.

- 4-



S. Identification and Selection of kcal Projects

The Michigan Department of Education in cooperation with the

Michigan Economic Opportunity Office conducted a broad search for and

analysis of all local education agencies and other potential gra

within the State in order to determine their interest in and/or eligibility

-for Follow Through projects. All school districts, Model Cities agencies,

Community Action Programs, relevant State Agency personnel, and other

interested organizations'or persons in Michigan were informed by mail

the proposed Five Year Plan for Follow Through and invited to communicate

their interest in the proposed Michigan Planning Study by return mail to-

the SIB,. See Appendix C attached for Awareness Mailing.

Approximately 130 Michigan communities expressed such interest

by returning Part C of the attached Awareness Mailing. These comtunities

then received a form entitled, "Screening Criteria for Selection of

Applicant Communitie in the Michigan Planning Study for Follow Through,"

which is attached as Appendix D. Forty communities returned their forms to

the Department of Education and were screened for potential eligibility

and capability as per Office of Education and Department of Education

criteria to include: sufficient population of low-income K-3 ohildre

having previous full-day Head. Start or other quality preschool- experience

parent involvement; support of State Beard of Education accountability

model and Chapter (Section) 3 of the State School Aid Act rules and regu-

lations; local school district and Office of Economic Opportunity Community

-Action Program cooperation; And evidence of ability to develop and imple-

mont a low-cost sue

identifies th

Department staff an

fiil Follow Through project. The following chart

-d communities judged and recd --vended by the

'tate Follow Through Policy Advisory Committee as



eligible according to these criteria. It also indicates their

choice of Program Sponsor as described in Part E of'this report, and

their assigned Resource Center for teehnical assistance, replication,

and proliferation as described in Part D of !this report.

It should be noted that the proposed number of applicant

communities has been reduced from the originally estimated forty to

twenty-seven. This latter number is not expected to reduce the number

of children to be enrolled in new Follow Through projects in Michigan

but it is anticipated to afford the approved applicant communities a more

comprehensive project of sufficient size and scope to better demonstrate

through effective evaluation that Follow Through can generalize to other

compensatory education programs and proliferate to most communities in

Michigan regardless cif location, size, and alleged local constraints.

It must also be acknowledged that the relative lack of a larger

response- to the Michigan Planning Study for Follow Through May be attributed

to at least the following factors: the summer initiation dates and

limited time constraints-obliged on and by Office of Education unfor-

tunately did not allow for the most effective state-wide communication

on the.purposes, requirements and problems associated with the Office of

Education Five Year Plan for Follow Through or in the planning and imple-

mentation of the Michigan Planning study for Follow Through; the concept

of proliferation advocated by the Office of Education when coupled with

its proposed funding level were viewed by local education agencies as

ambiguous enough and so restrictive in terms of prospective funds to be

available that many communities did not deem it advisable or worthwhile

to apply; the awareness mailing sent to all communities in Michigan



suggested to many communities an atypical involvement on the part of

allegedly more sophisticated, and more needy large city school districts;

and the mailing also was viewed as containing too many "strings" or obli-

gations for such li ted or uncertain funding levels over several years,

i.e., the proposed Michigan Planning Study calls for accountability

linked with the financial incentives of Ch pter (Section) 3 and it also

requires contractual obligations for an outside program sponsor to imple-

ment an instructional approach not deemed necessary-by many Michigan

school districts since they view the State Accountability Model and their

own local delivery system sufficient to generate improved equal educational

opportunity for low income children in their early elementary grades.

Despite the above factors, however,- the twenty-seven proposed

communities do represent a substantial potential for widespread p --olifera-

tion of successful new Follow Through projects in Michigan. Their interest

and commitment is certain to produce are exemplary Michigan Planning Study

Follow Through. All proposed communities have presented satisfactory

evidence of the meaningful involvement of parents of disadvantaged children

in local compensatory education programs andmany have cited special accom-.

plishments resulting from such involvement. All can produce substantive

proof of cooperation and support between their programs and Community

Action, Model Cities, and Community Coordinated Child Care (4 -c) Programs

where applicable.

It is therefore recommended that each of the following proposed

and approved applicant communities be awarded a similar share from approx-

imately $24,000 in funds provided by the Office of Education to the

Michigan Department(Int of Education for this purpose. Each mini-grant,



depending on the number of applicant corm unities approved by the State

Board of Education, is expected to amount to approximately $900 and is

to be used' by tha approved applicant communities for the purpose of
fi

enabling said communities to engage in Follow Through project planning,

especially pr gr n sponsor relations, and other relevant activities

onnected with the Michigan Planning Study for Follow Through appl cation

preparation and implementation process.



G
e
o
g
r
a
z
n
i
c
 
a
n
d

R
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
 
C
e
n
t
e
r

A
r
e
a
s

P
r
o
g
r
a
m
 
S
p
o
n
s
o
r
s

C
o
g
n
i
t
i
v
e
l
y

O
r
i
e
n
t
e
d

H
i
g
h
/
S
c
o
p
e

Y
c
s
i
l
a
n
t
i
,

P
R
O
P
O
S
E
D
 
A
P
P
L
I
C
A
N
T

C
O
M
M
U
N
I
T
I
E
S
,
 
R
a
c
C
U
R
C
E
 
C
E
N
T
E
R
S
,
 
A
N
D

p
R
o
G
a
m
,
 
S
P
O
N
S
O
R
S
'

M
I
C
H
I
G
A
N
 
P
L
A
N
N
I
N
G
.
 
S
T
U
D
Y
 
F
O
R

F
O
L
L
O
W
 
T
H
R
O
U
G
H
'

S
e
p
t
e
m
b
e
r
 
B
,
 
1
9
3
2
.

U
p
p
e
r
 
P
e
n
i
n
s
u
l
a

N
o
r
t
h
e
r
n
 
M
i
c
h
i
g
a
n

U
n
i
v
e
r
s
i
t
y

C
e
n
t
r
a
l
 
N
o
r
t
h
e
-
-
n

C
e
n
t
r
a
l
 
M
i
c
h
i
g
a
n

U
n
i
v
e
r
s
i
t
y -
 
-
-

!
 
N
o
r
t
h
e
a
s
t
 
l
!
l
i
c
h
i
g
a
:
t

C
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
 
A
c
t
i
o
n
 
1
'
,
:
g
e
n
c
y

S
o
u
t
h
.
.
7
 
e
s
 
t

c
u
t
h
e
a
s
t

W
e
s
t
e
r
n
 
M
i
c
h
i
g
a
n

'

M
i
c
h
i
g
a
n
 
S
t
a
t
e

U
n
i
v
e
r
s
i
t
y

D
n
i
v
e
r
s
i
t
y

,

B
e
n
t
o
n
 
H
a
r
b
o
r

.

(
N
E
M
C
A
)
:
 
A
l
c
o
n
a
,
 
l
a
p
e
n
a
,

H
i
l
l
m
a
n
,
 
L
i
t
t
l
e
f
i
e
l
d
,

M
i
o
 
A
u
S
a
b
l
e
,
 
P
e
t
o
s
k
e
y
,

'
W
h
i
t
t
e
m
o
r
e
 
P
r
e
s
c
o
t
t

(
2
4
0
)

(
1
,
4
2
3
)

D
e
t
r
o
i
t
 
(
4
6
,
.

M
o
n
r
o
e
 
"
(
2
9
.
.
0

W
a
y
n
e
-
W
e
s
t
l
a
.

M
u
s
k
e
g
o
n
 
(
8
0
5
)

(
7
6
0
)

E
e
h
a
v
j
c
r
 
A
n
a
l
y
s
i
s

1

U
n
i
v
e
r
s
i
+
-
r
 
o
'

1

"

.
1

.

K
a
n
s
a
s

1

1

1 1

I
m
a
n
.
<
 
3
.
.
.
r
.
c
e
t
.

C
o
l
l
e
g
e

1

N
e
w
 
Y
o
r
k

B
a
t
t
l
e
 
C
r
e
e
k

(
S
5
7
)

G
r
a
n
d
 
R
a
p
i
d
s

(
2
,
6
7
)

D
i
c
k
i
n
s
o
n
-
I
r
o
n
 
C
o
m
-

m
u
n
i
t
y
 
A
c
t
i
o
n
 
P
r
o
g
r
a
m

A
l
o
h
a
,
 
F
e
i
c
h
,
 
I
r
o
n
.

M
o
u
n
t
a
i
n
,
.
 
N
i
n
g
s
f
o
r
d
,

N
o
r
w
a
y
 
V
u
l
c
a
n
,

S
t
a
g

(
4
4
2
)

-
C
h
e
s
a
n
i
n
g
.
 
(
1
1
2
)

S
a
g
i
n
a
w
 
(
1
9
4
3
)

,

C
a
r
m
a
n

J
a
c
k
s
o
n

(
3
0
0
)

R
o
m
u
l
u
s
 
(
5
3
3
'
'
,

(
1
0
4
1
)

O
a
k
l
a
n
d
.
 
C
o
.
 
C

P
o
r
t
 
H
t
r
o
n
 
(
4
0
2
)

H
C
O
n
s
o
r
t
i
u
m
:

H
.
B
e
r
k
l
e
y
 
(
3
6
2
'
,

K
a
l
a
m
a
z
o
o
 
(
1
,
0
2
9
)

A
n
n
,
 
A
r
b
o
r
 
(
5
2
0
)

'
'
'
'
A
v
o
n
d
a
l
s

.
e
o
n
 
V
:
'
,
1
1
e
y

W
i
l
l
o
w
 
R
u
n
 
(
1
3
0
)

W
a
t
e
r
f
o
r
d
 
(
S
e

O
a
k
 
P
a

(
1
5
0

P
o
n
t
i
a
c
 
(
.
1
,
S
C

1
 
N
e
w
 
S
c
h
o
o
l
.

U
n
4
v
e
r
s
i
t
y
 
o
f

N
o
r
t
h
 
D
a
k
o
t
a

S
t
e
.
 
M
a
r
i
e

(
2
7
1
)

M
a
n
i
s
t
i
c
u
e
 
(
2
3
4
)

M
e
n
o
m
i
n
e
e
 
(
9
6
)

1
 
T
O
T
A
L
 
P
R
O
J
E
C
T
S

B
r
i
d
g
e
p
o
r
t
 
(
4
0
0
)

B
u
e
n
a
,
 
V
i
s
t
a
 
(
4
1
0
)

r
a
n
d
,
 
H
a
v
e
n
 
(
1
5
0
)

6
N
O
T
E

N
u
m
b
e
r
 
i
n
 
p
a
r
e
n
t
h
e
s
e
s
 
.
i
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
s

n
u
M
b
e
r
 
o
f
 
l
o
w
-
i
n
c
o
m
e
:
 
K
-
3

t
a
r
g
e
t
 
c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n

i
n
 
r
e
s
p
e
c
t
i
v
e
.
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
.

i
g
h
l
a
n
d
,
 
P
a
r
k
.

(
7
4
3
)



Program Sponsor Pre-Selection and Involvement

An innovative aspect of Follow Through is the availability of

a wide variety of educational approaches a community can utilize in

designing a Follow Through project of its Although the instructional

approaches vary, the sponsors share common orientations: a. All of them

seek to-develop children's learning abilities; b. All are convinced of

the importance of individual and small group instruction and frequent

interchange between children and concerned adults; c. All attempt to

e learning interesting and relevant to the child's cultural background;

and, d. All believe that the child's success in- learning is inseparable

from his self-esteem, motivation, autonomy, and environmental support.

The sponsors differ among themselves chiefly in the priorities

which they assign to these objectives and in. the sequence in which they

pursue them.

It is important to recognize that the concept of planned vari-

ation was not intended as a means of finding a single best method for

educating disadvantaged children. A wide. variety of groups of children

suffer from the effects of poverty, and a program that is appropriate

for some may not be appropriate for others. Each approach is being

tested by the Office of Education in several different locations in the

nation to yield information about optimal matches between approaches and

circumstances. Several of the approaches are complementary and have been

oper'ated in combination by various Follow Through communities such as

Flint and Alcona. Some approaches, for example, are primarily concerned

with parental involvement, while others place primary emphasis on the

curriculum, the teacher, and the classL'oom.



Therefore, the Follow Through program n plays an

especially vital role in all Follow Through projects since his organi-

zation provides necessary technical assistance and guidance to the local

project in all matters pertaining to the program model selected. and

assists in the development and implementation of those portions f. the

project which relate to that specific approach. A significant portion

of the local Follow Through project grant will probably need to be cello --

sated to mplementaticn of the chosen program model. The applica

community and the program sponsor will consult before final preparation

of the local Follow Through project budget tco ensure that suitable

financial arrangements will be provided for model implementation.

During the operation of the local Follow Through project the

program sponsor will provide to the applicant community such services as:

training in the program approach for appropriate project staff-during

the summer and school year; assistance to the project in implementation,

including the provision of consultant or supervisory services; arranging

for appropriate instructional and other materials to be' made available

on a timely basis for purchase by the project; and evaluative activities.

The grantee in turn is expected to' cooperate fully with the program

sponsor and take necessary steps to imple_ nt the approadh promptly and

thoroughly. The two parties should be prepared to enter into an agr e-

ment that sets forth mutual resoonsibilities and commitments.

On August 24-25, 1972, all ichigan communities, agencies,

persons, and school districts demonstrating an interest in the Michigan

Planning Study for Follow Through were invited to a Follow Through Pro-

gram Sponsors Fair in Lansing. See attached Appendix for Agenda and



list of Pr_ sponsors attending. The purpose of the Fair was to pro-

vide initial awareness to the approximately 3Q0 participants of the

seventeen program sponsors interested in affiliating with Michigan com-

munities. The program sponsors presented to mall groups'at various

intrvals their particular approach to Follow= Through in the forms of

1 presentations, written materials, audio visual displays, and informal

rap sessions. Two general sessions were held for all Fair participants

to- discuss with Departm ent of Education staff relevant details of the

Michigan Planning Study and anticipat d program sponsor involvement

the local school district or classroom level. Fair participants were also

asked to complete a Program Sponsor Selection List designed to assist

`Department staff in the assignment of certain program sponsors to pro-

posed applicant communities. See att ed Appendix F for Program Sponsor

Selection List.

During the Follow Through Sponsors Fair, .each participating

school district or com n unity was asked tovote for their top five sponsor

choices for-potential affiliation. The Michigan Department of Education

inspected the distribution of votes to select the top four. vote-getting

sponsors. In case cf ties, the criterion for sponsor selection was

designed to facilitate between sponsor differences in terms of their

approaches, i.e., "process" versus "product" orientation. An attempt

was then made to have enough school districts in each of the five geo-

graphic and Resource Center areas assigned to each of the four top vote-

ge ting sponsor models. The following advantages are expected to accrue

to the Michigan Planning Study because the above selection process was

used: a. Each sponsor is guaranteed several sites, so, each site would



be afforded more attention because of pro xi y and /or geography;

b. There would he less travel expens s for sponsors which should make

new Follow Through programs - more cost effective; c. Less administrative

probler for the State Department of Education; and, d. Evaluation would

be greatly facilitated. Sponsors may differ greatly in their effecti

ness at implementing their model at the anticipated greatly reduced cost.

The national evaluation has no data on this greatly reduced funding

level for Follow Through projects. Sufficient school districts per pro-

gram sponsor may allow between sponsor (or model) comparisons.

Following the above process, the four top vote- getting sponse

were the Cognitively Oriented Curriculum Model of High/Scope Educational

Research Foundation, 'fpsianti, Michigan; the Behavior Analysis Approach

of the Support and Develop- -nt Center for Follow Through, Department of

Human Development,: University of Kansas, Lawrence; the Bank Street College

of Education Approach, New York; and the New School Approach, University

of North Dakota, Grand Forks. A brief description of-these four program

sponsors fellaws in terms -of their respective tenets, objectives, cu:

culum design, methodology, setting, and personnel:

COGNITIVELY ORIENTED CURRICULU

Tenets

The child's learning should be
active; it occurs through his
action on the environment and
his resultant discoveries.

ODEL

The child is not taught by
being told, but by doing, exper-
imenting, exploring, and talking.
about what he is doing.

Curriculum Design

The five areas of classification,
number, causality, time and-space
provide the framework in which
academic skills are developed.

The,home-teaching -program pro-
vides periodic visits by.teachers
to the children's homes to teach
parents how to become directly
involved in the education of
their-children.



Nurture in the child the thinking
skills he will need throughout
his school years and hIs adult
)ife.

Develop the academic subject
competencies usually taught in
the early elementary grades.

Emphasize the process of learning.

Personnel

Teacher One or two for each
classroom.

Aide - One or two for each class-
room (optional).

Curriculum As.cstant one for
each seven classrooms. Trains
teachers and acts as supervisor and
resour-ce person for instruction
staff. Plans, demonstrates, and
evaluates activities in the six
to eight classroom under his
supervision.

Home-School Coordinator One for
each project Teacher, parent or
other community resident; provides
communication between the school
and home as to how parents might
play a role ih the education of
their children.

BEHAVIOR ANYSI APPROACH

Tenets

A child learns best hen he receives
praise and approval for his progress
in developing academic and social
skills.

- 14 -

Metho1oq

Instruction is carried out in
small groups.

Verbal interaction among chil-
dren is encouraged.

Each child's level of develop-
ment is continuously assessed
so that appropriate materials
and activities can be provided.

Teachers provide a ystematic,
consistent, and torceghiy
planned approach to chLd devel-
opment and instruction, thined
with eirphasis on active ez-
ience and involvement with the
child.

Teachers reinfoce self-dIrecting.

ttii, Materia1nEument

"Open Framework" classroom.

Listening Centers.

Tables for small group instruction.

Taba Social Studies.

Nuffield and Cuisenaire tath.

Van Allen Language Experience in
Reading.

AJS and SCIS Science.

High/Scope Teaching Manuals..

Curriculum Desian

Emphasizes systematic daily
instruction to develop the
basic skills f reading arith-
ruetic, handwriting and spelling



A chile; must master basic skills
order to gain mastery over his .

school experience and future life.

Criticism and coercion
. mental to the learning
should not be employed
classroom.

are detrt-
process and
in the

Systematic motivation through the
use of a "token economy" system-
provides not only tangible evidon e
of approval but also establishes
non-copetitive incentives for
inaximum achievement by each child.

Obiectives

'Facilitate and accelerate the child's
mastery of basic Skills, particularly,
in reading and atithMetic through the
establishment of a "token economy"
within classrooms.

Train instructional staff to teach
appropriate academic and social skills
through the systematic use of positive
reinforcement-and the-elimination of
punishment and coercion.

Train instructional staff in the use
of programmed curriculum materials so
that each child is enabled to work
effectively at his own speed.

Train parents to work (as paid staff)
in the classroom so that they will
have the opportunity to-influence
their children's future education
through the use of behavior analysis
techniques.

Personnel

Teacher One for each classroom.

Aide - One for each classroom.

Parent Educators - Two for each
classroom. Parent of Follow Through'
Child: Teaches spelling and hand-
writing; does individual tutoring.

Methodology

Children always work in small
groups at their own pace, moving
from one instructor to another.

Teachers award tokens, along
with verbal and/or physical
praise, to reinforce the appro-
priate academic or effective
behavior of the child.

.Teachers give attention to each
child and reinforce according
to individual rates of progress.

The day is divided into instruc-
tional periods and exchange
periods. During instructional
periods the child.earns tokens
as he accomplishes tasks in the
basic skills. During exchange
periods, he uses his tokens to
purchase activities such as games,
toys, and books.

Bettina, Materi12,2LLL9111EmI

Sullivan Programmed Reading.

Singer Mathematic z Program.

Lyons and Carnahan Handw ting.

Behavior Analysis Handwriting
Primer.

SRA Reading Lab Series.

Behavior AnalySis Phonics Fri

EFI' machines.

Video tape equipment.

Tokens (i.e., poker chips,
popsicle sticks, etc.).

Cups or aprons to hold tokens.

Reinforcers (toys, games, paints,
and other child-selected materials).



Teacher Trainer - One for each ten
classrooms. Observes, demonstrates
and acts as resource for classroom
teachers; conducts in-service
training in behavior analysis-
techniques.

Parent Trainer - One for each ten
classrooms. (Experienced aide.)
Observes, demonstrates and acts as
resource for parent educators;
conducts pre-service and in-service
training.

Evaluation Aide - One for each ten
elassrooms. (Experienced aide.)
Records and reports daily progress
data on children for feedback to
teaching teams.

BANK STREET COLLEGE CF EDUCATION APPROACH

Tenet

The child should participate actively
in his own learning and the adults
should support his:autonomy while
extending his world and sensitizing
him to meanings of his experience.

There should be constant restructuring
of the learning environment to adapt
it to the special needs and emerging
interests of the children.

The classroom should offer a rational
and democratic situation in which a
child's positive sense of himself
as-learner is supported.

Objectives

Provide an individualized curriculum.

Enable children not only to acquire
basic knowledge and skills but also
to master how to learn.

Encourage communication which will
foster a child's positive image of
himself as a learner.

Curriculum Design

Emphasizes learning through actual
experiences, probing, discovering,
and problem solving using content
which is directly relevant to the
child's own world.

Focuses on tasks that are satis-
fying in terms of the chilcrs own
goals and productive for his own
cognitive and affective develop-
ment.

Emphasizes the mastery of language.

Develops understanding and practical
application of numerical concepts
as well as skills.

Emphasizes social studies as the
core academic discipline for
teaching of academic skills.

Methodology.

Academic skills are acquired within
a broad context of planned acti-
vities that provide appropriate
ways cif expressing and organizing
children's interests in the



Develop agreed upon limits for
behavior with full freedom of
expression within these limits.

Create a learning environment to
challenge the child and to stimulate
and support probing and problem
solving.

Extend the learning experience
beyond the wallS of classroom

Involve parents in classrooms and in
social and community activiti
related to the school.

Work closely with parents in plan-
ning and developing each child's
educational goals and 0 lerienees.

Personnel

Teacher One for eac:o classroom.

Teaching Assistant e for each
classroom !one for twenty-five
pupils or less; two for twenty to
thirty pupils) .

Staff gfKLE2ar - One for each
eight to ten classrooms. Works
directly with teaching teams in
model implementation.-

Psychologist -- One for each site.
Works primarily with the teachers
in the classrooms to help them
understand child behavior.

Parent= Coordinator s One for each
site. Responsible for the home-
school relationship-

Field Representative - One for each
five to twenty classroom groups.
Represents sponsor in staff develop-
ment, program development and rela-
tions with school systems and
communities.

themes of home and school and
gradUally extending these inter-
ests to the larger community.

The child is encouraged to select
from among various options, to
make deciSions, to develop coping
skills, and to take'an active
part in directing his own learning.

The teaching-is diagnostic with
individualized follow up.

Classrooms designed for flexibility
of arrangement and for specific
learning centers.

Kindergarten classrooms for lunch
spaces.

Parent room for meetings.

Child care facilities for parents
with young children.

Professional staff library.

Bank Street basic readers and
language stimulation materials.

Trade and reference books..

Special materials selected by
the community and deemed basic
to its need.

A variety of blocks and other
manipulative and constructional
materials.

Home made materials created by
teachers, children-and parents.

Sponsor-developed and sel
assessment tools.

cted

Video tape recording equipmen
films/ slides for adult educes on.



E- S 1100 APPROA

Tenets

Children learn at different rates;
learning styles differ; and they
bring to school a variety of
interests and needs.

The child's personal experiences
should be at the center of-his
learning, with-the child himself
directing the course of his
education.

Teachc,rs should take full advantage
of the natural curiosity and
imagination of children.

A child Progresses at a rate
appropriate to his capacity,
interests, and stage of developmeh

Allow children to have greater
influence in the direction of
their education.

Urge teachers -to personalize their
teaching so-th6t it-is responsive
tooach child and to recognize
diversity in children by providing
less structured classrooms.

Make learning a collaborative
effort of teacher and child.

Personnel

Teacher One for each classroom.

Aide - One for each classroom.

Curriculum atim

Encourages widest possible use
of regular curriculum materials.

Emphasizes basic skill, music,,
art and other creative areas.

Methodology

Children are encouraged to work
at learning centers, which
contain a variety of curriculum
materials, tools and other
stimuli.

The teacher's primary role is
to observe, suggest and assist
pupils.

ettiaterials,

Wide range of curriculum materials
that lend themselves to open
classroom instruction-1 situations.

Rich supply of manipulative toys
and games.

Homemade materials and projects.

Special Note: The above program descriptions were taken froma draft copy of -Guide to Follow Through, U.S. Department of Health,Education and Welfare. 1972, andin our opinion reflect two somewhatdistinct approaches; -i.e.; the Cognitively Oriented and Behavioral Analysisapproaches may be partially viewed as more "product" oriented or teacher/instruction-centered and the Sank Street College and New School models maybe viewed as more "process"
oriented or open /child- centered approaches.This alleged distinction is expected to pro-du-cc some interesting evaluationresults in what may be viewed as Michigan's accountability or pupil per-formanc ;ased .model for Follow Through.
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The ponsors Fair was considered to be very successful by most

program sponsors and participants though no formal evaluation wa. on-

ducted. It was agreed that the proposed Office of Education Consumers

Guide for 'Alow ThroLih should have been available to participants prior

their attendance in order to afford them a general prelil. nary description

of the various program sponsor approaches and the place of the program

sponsor in the overall operation of a comprehensive Follow Through pro-

ject. Many communities did, however, write to individual program sponsors

for descriptive materials from the attached Appendix G sponsor mailing

list which they received with their invitatiw the Fair.

A major concern which permeated the Fair and makes further

development and eventual implementation of the Michigan Planning Study

for Follow Through difficult is the inability and/or reluctance of the

Office of Education or the program sponsors themselves to offer relevant

program sponsor cost data. The unavailability of such data and the

relative lack of adequate financial information from our own cost analysis

of current Michigan Follow Through projects contained in Part F of this

report pose serious obstacles to effective program planning and manage-

ment at all levels. States are not certain as to how many children and

on what grade levels they will be permitted by the Office of Education to

expect or base-their tentative funding levels or allocations to local

applicant communities. Local communities do not know if they will be

allowed to enroll only K-1 students or if they will be able to enroll

K-3 students. The Michigan Planning Study has been projected from the

outset and to date on K-3 student enrollments but a recent memorandum

from the Office of Education (BESE/DCE/Follow Through Branch State Plan

Memorandum #1, dated September 1, 1972) places such projections in



jeopardy. As a consequen local communities can not even es -e

their anticipated budgets based on the Office of Education pr- ise of

$200 per enrolled and cligible child. Similarly, since program sponsors

do not knothe enrollment projections or funding levels for states or

local communities, and since they have had absolutely no previous

experience in relating to states or local communities under such dr

tically ambiguous circumstances, it is r n erstandable why they may be

unable or even reluctant to suggest to local Michigan communi.ti s what

it will cost for their Services. The Michigan Department of Education

is pressing for a prompt and satisfactory response from the Office of

Education on this matter.



D. Replication of Models and Role of Resource Conte

Given the rather limited Economic Opportunity Act funding

available to the Michigan Planning Study for Follow Through, a means

must he devised for the systematic reproduction of new Follow Through

projects in Michigan communities not directly selected and approved as

initial applicant corm 1 . The assumption is that the latter pro-

jects will be very successful; so, a dissemination and proliferation

delivery system expected to involve five major Michigan universities

has been proposed. A list of those proposed institutions, their current

Follow Through Project tentative assignment, and contact persons follows:

Dean

Dr. Curtis E. Nash
Dean of Education
Central Michigan University
Mount Pleasant, MT 48855

Dr. Keith Goldhemmer
Dean of College of Education
Michigan State University
East Lansing, MI 48823

Dr. Wilbert A. Berg
Dean of Education
Northern Michigan University
Marquette, MI 49855

Dr. Wilbur J. Cohen
Dean of School of Educat
University of Michigan
Ann Arbor, MI 48104

Assigned Current
follow T }lrouyh project

Mr. Thomas Rossler, Director
Project Follow Through
Algona Public Schools
Barton City Child Dev,
Barton City, MI 48705
(517) 736-8497

Dr. Rosalind Braden, Director
Project Follow Through
Detroit Public SOhools
Room 305
Adlai Stevenson Building
10100 Grand River
Detroit, MI 48204
(313) 931-4460

Mr. Robert W. Peterson, Rirector
Project Follow Through
West Iron County Public Schools
P.O. Box 575
Stambaugh, MI 49964
(906) 265-9655

Mrs Marian Williams, Di
on Project Follow Through

Flint Community Schools
Dort Elementary School
2108 Avenue "A"
Flint, MI 48505
(313) 2322128

21 -

ctor

Resource Center
Contact Person

Dr. A.R. Gaskilli Director
Bureau of School Services
Rowe Hall - 111
Central Michigan University
Mount Pleasant, MI 48856
(517) 774-3145

Dr. Louise Sause
459 Erickson Hall
College of Education
Michigan State University
East Lansing, MI 488
(517) 355 -5168

Dr. Frank Wolfe-
School of Education
Northern Mich. University
Marquette, MI 49855
(906) 227-2400

Dr. Jane Schwertfeger
2405- School of Education
University of Michigan
Ann Arbor, MI 48104
(313). 764-7543

and
Dr. Laura Williams
Dept. of Elem. Education
School of Education
University of Michigan
Ann Arbor, MI 48104



Dr. John E. Sandberg
,)ean of Education

Western Michigan University
Kalamazoo, MI 49001

Ms. Lola M. Davis, Director
Project Follow Through
Grand Rapids Public Schools
1356 Jefferson, S.E.
Grand Rapids, MI 49507
(616) 245-8651

Dr. Rodney Roth, Director
Research, Evaluation, Dev 1.
and Experimentation Center

College of Education
Western Michigan University
Kalamazoo, MI 49001
(616) 303-0234

Note: Vitas on each of the above Resource Center Contact persons will be
available for the Final Report of the Michigan Planning Study for Follow
Through. The above institutions are proposed because of their active
interest and response to the Michigan Planning Study for Follow Through
and their geographic spread and/or location within the state.

Current Office of Education administered research and develop-

ment Follow Through projects in Michigan will be utilized as Resource

Centers in cooperation with their assigned Michigan university as indi-

ca _d above for the observation by interested communities- f various

sponsor approaches and to provide technical assistance in all other pro-

ject activities to potential new Michigan F011ow Through com unities.

It is anticipated that the early childhood education staff indicated

from Michigan State University, Northern lichigan University, Western

Michigan University, Central Michigan University, and the University of

Michigan will also be involved as consultant staff for Follow Through

Resource Centers in the Michigan Follow Through Planning Study and its

implementation. These Resource Center consultants will be available on

a part-time basis to work with selected and /or interested Follow Through

communities in the areas of planning, parent activities, financial

management, curriculum, in-service training, evaluation, and other aspects

of Follow Through project operation.

More specifically, it appears Resource Center personnel can

play a vi-al role 1.71 the Michigan Planning Study in at least the following

ways:



1. Become familiar with current Research and Development

Follow Through Projects in Michigan and respective program sponsor as

assigned and.utilize these sites in their technical assistance acti-

v ties with assigned and/or interested Michigan communities;

2. Become knowledgeable about as many USOE Follow Through'

program sponsor approaches as possible;

3. Serve as disseminators of information, evaluation results,

etc.', on these various project and/or sponsor approaches within their

respective institutions, service areas, and with assigned applicant

Follow Through communities in the Michigan Planning Study and interested

local education agencies in Michigan;

4. Muster expertise from their respective institutions or from

each other to provide technical assistance to assigned applicant Follow

Through communities n such areas planning, parent activities; finance,

curriculum, in-service training, evaluation, and other aspects of Follow

Through project op- ati

5. Provide information to the Michigan Department of Education

on matters of relevance to the Michigan Planning Study for Follow Through.

Such information may include data on current Research and Development

sites, applicant community planning activities, LEA/Sponsor relations,

ulum, the delivery of supportive services at the local level, and

the degree and quality of articulation between the Follow Through project'

and the local school district's regular pre- kindergarten and elementary

grade program;

6. Assist wherever possible in helping the Michigan Department

of Education to improve all aspects of its Michigan Planning Study for

Follow Through but especially those components relating to delivery of



oved academic and supportive services to Follow Through children at

the local level, the vital role and fun- -f the program sponsors,

and c- t referenced evaluation; and,

7. Provide the Michigan Department of Education faith such

reports on Resource Center personnel activities and budget as may be

deemed necessary.

In connection with the above responsibilities, it is recom-

mended that each of the Resource Center Contact-Persons be awarded a

$2,000 mini-grant* funds allocated by the Office of Education to

the Michigan Department of Education for this purpose and as indicated

below:

1. Dr. A. Riley Gaskill, Director, Bureau of School Services, Central

Michigan University

2. Dr. Louise Sause, Professor of Education, Michigan State University

3. Dr. Frank Wolfe, professor of Education, Northern Michigan University

Dr. Jane Schwertfeger and Dr. Laura-Williams, School of Education,

University of Michigan

5. Dr. Rodney W. Roth, Director, Research/Evaluation/Development/and

Experimentation Center, College of Education, Western Michigan

University

0
*The $2,000 mini-grant is expected to defray the expenses and provide a

modest honorarium as follows: $500 for travel and related expenses and

$1,500 for part-time consultant services to interested Follow Through

communities for 30 days x $50 per day during the period October 1, 1972 -

August 31, 1973.



State Education Agency Administra

The Michigan Department of Education organizational charts

ion of the

full-time Special Follow Through Programs office in the Title I, ESEA

which follow this part of this Report indicate

Unit of Compensatory Education Services responsible to the st elate

Superintendent for School Program Development. This position in the

administrative structure affords maximum articulation and coordination.

of the Michigan Planning Study for Follow Through with all other

Depar= ent Services, Units, and Programs.

The person directing the development and subsequent imple-

mentation of the Michigan Planning Study for Follow Through is Mr. Louis

Kocsis, Acting Director of Compensatory Education Services for the

Michigan Department of Education. Preparing the study under his direct

supervision is Charles P. Silas, Follow Through Consultant, MDE, for the

past four years. Also assisting in the present planning and future oper-

ational phases of the study are the following MDE staff.

Kenneth Swanson, Coordinator, Title 1, ESEA

Clarence Wills, Coordinator, Section 3 Program

Martin J. Kangas, Administrative Analyst, Title' I, ESEA

Also assisting in the planning of the Michigan Planning Study

for Follow Through were the following staff of the Michigan Office of

Economic Opportunity:

James E. Jacobs, Chief, Community Support Section

Roy E. Fuentes, Migrant Office

Jack Call, Inter-Agency Relations

Vincent S. DeJong, Regional Training Officer, Head Start

Grace Taylor, Regional Training Officer, head Star

Lee Madden, Field Representative, Technical Assistance



Assisting in the direct implementation of the study if approved

will be the seven Title I, ESEA and Chapter 3 Education consultants of

the Michigan Department of Edudat_ as well as all of the supportive

vice units of the MDE and MEG. 0

Additional assistance in this planning study and available

potential Follow Through applicant or interested communities will be

former members of the Michiga e Inter- Agency Task Force on Follow

Through. Composed of representatives of the Department of Education,

Mental Health, Public Health, and Social Services, and the Michigan

Office of Economic Opportunity, this Task Force worked on a.n informal

basis and was very helpful in providing technical assistance.to the

current. Michigan Follow Through projects. It also participated in on-

site evaluation and review of the delivery of respective state agency

delivery services at the regional and/Or lOcal level to several of these

projects. Each of its members also served as an intra-agency COP ni

tion link relative to Follow Through. Members of the former Task Force

are now serving on the Michigan State Follow Through Policy Adviso y

Commi'etee and the latter will be assisted by the State Advisory Coma-- ee

for Compensatory Education Services.

once the Michigan Planning Study for Follow Through is imple-

mented, the MDE and MEOO will jointly conduct regular on-site visits to

new Follow Through projects for program review. During these visits,

the parent advisory council will be consulted. A project review check-

list twill be prepared for use during these visits. addition, personnel

frora the various Resource Centers will also he involved in on-site pro-

ject reviews. The LEA and MDE will receive reports of these reviews.



The Federal and State Compensatory Programs Evaluation Units

of the higan Department of Education will assist in the evaluation

of the new Follow Through projects. Since Title I, ESEA and Chapter 3

of the Michigan State School Aid Act will both be financially involved

in this plan and routinely evaluated separately, an effort will be made

to maintain the integrity of each while conducting an accompanying

effective and not redundant evaluation. the new Follow Through projects.

If n c ssa y, relevant biographical data on the above personnel

will be included in our Final Report to be submitted on January 15, 1973.

It should be noted that all applicant communities in he

Michigan Planning Study for Follow Through will be required to satisfactorily

complete an MDE Follow Through Application Form CE-4500(A) 8/72 which met

the Department approval criteri a and procedures for external forms and

was patterned whe e possible with the Department 1972-73 Application for

Compensatory Education Programs, Form. CE-4065, 3/72.
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F. Cost inslysis and Reduction

The Office of Educatioi, provi. des funds to current research

and development Follow Through projects at a reported FY 1972 level of

$800 per child. The Michigan Planning Study for Follow Through is

expected to provide approved applicant communities $200 per child and

local districts must afford the balance of Follow Through project costs

by coordinating Title I, ESEA funds in an equal amount and, if a Chapter 3

community, provide up to an additional $200 per child. Thin, the State

average funding level for Title I/Follow Through children will be $400

per child and for Title I/Chapter 3/Follow Through children up to $600

per child. An effort will be made, incidentally, to generate some cost-

effectiveness data given these anticipated varied funding levels.

The tables which follow provide an analysis of Federal Cost

Categories and/or major core component costs and percentage comparisons

among our current research and development and Office of Education funded

Follow Through sites. It should be noted that this data is based exclu-

ely on original application budgets submitted to the Office of Educe.-

tion and are not based on Office of Education approved budgets or actual

expenditure reports, neither of which have been made available to State

Departments of Education.

Table I which follows provides a funding overview of six current

Michigan Follow Through project applications. The funding sources re

qui ed to participate in Follow Through are derived from the Office of

Economic Opportunity, Title I, ESEA, and Non-Federal share. Projects

are also required to maintain a level of fiscal effort equal to those

provided in the prior school year. The table also projects the expected

number of children and the average cost per child.
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Table 3 shows a core component cost comparison of the Michigan
Follow Through projects and a comparison sampling of twenty projects
selected and computed by the U.S. Office of Education,

COMPARISON OF MICHIGAN'S PRO,I7F2TED COSTS
TO USOE SAMPLING BY COST CATEGORY

Instruction

Administration

Sample of
20 USOE Projects

Budgets of
Six Michigan

46.5%

10.0

_Programs

57.0%

6.0

Sponsor 7.0 3.0

Parent/Community 6.4 3.0
Involvement

Food 6.0 4.0

Health 6.0 3.0

Staff Development 4.0 3.0

Social Services 2.6 1.5

Capital Outlay-Equipment .2.5 1.0

Plant Operation 1.5 6.0

Psychological Service 1.5 1.5

Miscellaneous 6.0 11.0

100.0% 100.0%

The most significant factor noted is the greater expected

expenditure of the Michigan projects for Instruction. This greater

figureaffects all the other component costs although Michigan as

expected spent more for Physical Plant Operation and Miscellaneous

Costs, which includes the Fixed Cost factor.



Cost reduction of local Follow Through project supportive

services is expected to occur s the respective state agencies improve

their delivery systems o regional and/or local offices and these

latter offices improve their respective delivery systems to Follow

Through clients. As the attached Appendices will indicate, Michigan

is moving with dispatch to .expedite such effective delivery syst

The proposed state delivery system between the Departm._t of Social

Services and the Department. of Public health is described in Appendix

The latter's proposed delivery system _ local Health Departments is

described in Appendix I. Department of Education guidelines to 1_ al

school districts for implementing, expanding, and improving health ser-

vices to Title 1, ESEA students are provided in Appendix J. These

guidelines will naturally relate to new Follow Through projects through the

cooperative funding arrangements at the local level.

The Inter-Agency Agreement Between the State Departmen

Education and Social Services attached as Appendix I< details the delivery

system for the delivery of local social services to low-income persons

which, by definition, includes all Follow Through pa- ticipaat. and their

families.

The Michigan Department of Mental Health delivery systemto

local communities is geared to the Community Mental Health Boards as

indicated in Appendix L with the purpose of such Beards attached. The oe

services will be available to Follow Through a.

Follow Through children will also qualify for the Food and

Nutrition Program of the Michigan Department of Educati on. Jteinlbursemc nt



rates to local school districts under the National School Lunch, Break -

Milk, and Non-Food assistance Programs are noted in the at

Appendix M. It is expected that food se #vice or nutritional components

in the new Follow Through applicant communities may he implemented at

no additional, direct cost to the school district.

A significant factor in the state and local delivery system

for supportive services to children in the Follow Through projects

is the Michigan Community Coordinated Child Care (4 -c) Council. The

Michigan Department of Education signed a Statement of Agreement and

Statement of intent with the Michigan 4-C Council on March 10 1972. The

2y-Laws and Membership Roster of the Council are attached' as Appendix N.

An additional reference toward the delivery of comprehensive

supportive services to children enrolled in local Follow Through projects
it contained in attached Appendix 0 and Tables 4 and 5 which follow. It

.should be noted that this aspect of the Michigan Planning Study will

require considerable additional attention to ensure that local projects

can in fact actually deliver these services to Follow Through children

at little or no additional direct cost and consistent with their positive

and perhaps optimistic expressions to that effect contained in the

Screening Criteria Forms submitted to the Department of Education and

upon which they were proposed as applicant communities. It is fully

expected that the proposed new State Follow Through sites will , despi

their lower funding level and/or direct costs, be as effective for chil-

dren as have been the current national research and development projects.



Table 4 presents a compilation of data derived from 47 prospec-

tive applicant community Follow Through scree ing criteria f s submitted

by interested Michigan communities. It indicates the number of communi-

ties which can allegedly provide the 13 supportive services to local

Follow Through projects at no additional cost to the project.

TABLE 4

Number of Supportive
Services Nu Communiti Percent cif Coununitie

13 11 23%

12 7 15

11
15

10 11

9 4 9

6

7

2

5

4

2

47 100%

Eleven of the comriuriities or 23% of the total respondents

claim that they can deliver all 13 services to their anticipated Follow

Through projects at no extra cost to the school distri t.



Table 5 is also compiled from the 47 screening criteria forms

received by the Follow Through office. The supportive ser \/ices are listed

according to the number of communities'o. uniti indicating the services are cur-

rently available at no extra cost to the project. Some applicants ex-

pressed doubt, as to the actual availability of some services at direct

cost; however, they are not included in the table. Only those services

for which the applicant indicated that there would be no extra direct

cast were included.

TABLE 5

Tipe21Service
Number of Communities Having
Service Available at No Cost

Social Work 44

Library 43

Psychological 42

41

Speech Therapy
38

Special Services for Handicapped 37

Food
37

Attendance
34

Dental Health
34

Guidance
33

Medical Health
33

Other, including Career Development 30

Transportation
24

No single supportive service was available to all communities.

However, Tables 4 and 5 indicate that cost reduction is definitely pos-

sible when the community ekes use of already available ivices.



Evaluation

-Proliferation of the Follow Through concept under Title I,

ESEA or Chapter enrolled inshould and will only occur if children

Follow Through projects funded under the Michigan Planning Study prove

that a Head Start and Follow Through experience has effectively reversed

the traditional history of public school lack of success with children

from low-income families. Therefore, an effective evaluation component.

of all major -e elements of local Follow Through projects is an essential

feature of the study and, indeed, all programs developed along the Depart-

ment's accountability or pupil performance ba d model for delivery of

educational services to child an in-Michigan. Of particular and major

interest will be the instructional component and the key role expected

to be played by the project's program sr =sr.

As stated earlier, since Tit ?e 1, ESEA and Chapter 3 of the

Michigan State Aid Act are both involved in this plan and evaluated

separately, every effort will be made to maintain the integrity of each

while conducting an accompanying effective and not too redundant pre

and post test evaluation of the instructional component of all Follow

Through projects. To this end, proposed applicant communities reflect

discrete geographic and expected socio-economic or other demographic

distinctions. Similarly, the proposed program sponsors reflect two

allegedly distinct techniques for instruction; i.e., product or .teacher/

instruction-centered versus process or open/child-centered approaches.

Chapter 3 and non-Chapter 3 communities have been proposed so cost-

effectiveness data may be gathered since different funding levels will

be involved between these cor nu ities.



is alto proposed that an outside evaluator be required of

each new Follow Through projcfct who will be contracted by the local school

district following the attached Appendix P, Draft "Format for Requesting

Evaluation Proposals" and consistent with the components expressed in

attached Appendix Q, "Some Components of Education Evaluation As indi-

cateci earlier, Resource Center personnel from the University of Michigan

and Northern, Central, Western, 'and Michigan State Universities will

play a key role in evaluating the Michigan Planning Study for Follow

Through. The expertise of participating program ponsors and local school

district evaluation offices will also be utilized.



The State Follow Through Policy Advisory Comittee

The State Follow Through Policy Advisory Committee is an

advisory body to the State Compensatory Education Services Advisory

Committee of the Department of Education. A Membership List and a

description of the purpose and functiont of the former is attached as

Appendix ] and a m ship rosterros te.r and minutes describing the general

function of the latter are attached as Anpendix S. Despite the apparent

brevity of remarks in this section of this Report, the above Advisory

Committees arc a most invaluable aid to the improvement of all compensa-

tory education programs in Michigan.



I. Parent Involvement. Guidelines

On October 13, 1970, the State Board of Education adopted

Title 1, ESEA Approval Policies with particular attention paid to mea

ful parental involvement in Part 3. These approval policies and a

Federal Register excerpt on Parent Advisory-Councils dated October 14,

1971, is attached as Appendix T. To complement the above and to assure

that all applicant Follow Through communities will provide for the

dir=ect participation of the pa el of Follow Through children in the

development, conduct, and overall direction of the project, the Office

of Education Draft Follow Through Policy Advisory Co- ittee and. Parent

Involvement Guidelines subject to Office of Education and /or State Board

of Education revision and/or approval will be offered to all applicant

communities in the Michigan Planning Study for Follow Through. Every

should be made at the local school district or com unity level

coordinate the various compensatory education parent advisory bodies

consistent with their respective legislation and rules and regulations.



A Tenta

Revised 9-7-72

ive Calendar of Michigan Follow Through Study Plan ,Events

December 10, 1971
February 9, 1972

May 10, 1972
June 7, 1972

15, 1972

July 13, 1972-

July 14 1972

July 20, 1972

July 21, 1972

July 26, 1972

July 28, 1972

August 5, 1972
August 8, 1972

.August 9, 1972

August 18, 1972
August 22, 1972

August 24-25, 1972:

September 1, 1972

September 5, 1972
September 8, 1972 .

September 11, 1972

SepteMber 26, 1972

September 29, 1972

October 15 102

:obey 20, 1972

MDE-mE00 Meeting for Planning Study Review
Michigan State 'Board of Education review and
-approval of proposal and tentative State
Plan

Notification of Planning Grant Award
Addendum to Planning Grant Award to USOE
Awareness mailing to all school districts,
CAP's, and potential Resource Centers in
Michigan and MDE-ME00 Meeting for further
Planning Study Review

Due Date for Interested communities' response
to MDE

State Compensatory Education Advisory Committee
Meeting in Lansing

MDE staff meeting with USOE Follow Through
personnel in Washington-

Meeting with State Head-Start Directors
Association at Central Michigan University

State Follow Through Policy Advisory Committee
Meeting in Lansing

Interested communities, potential sponsors,
and Resource Centers informed of Follow
Through Sponsors Fair Agenda by MDE

Monthly Progres6 Letter due USOE
MDE-ME00 Meeting on Program Articulation and
Cost Reduction Analysis

State Follow Through Policy Advisory Committee
Meeting on Cost Analysis and Reduction

Resource Center Planning Session in Lansing
Meeting with:-Intermediate School-District
Representatives

Follow Through Sponsors Fair for interested
communities and meeting with Michigan
Association of.State and Federal Prograi
Specialists in Lansing

Screening Criteria. forms due MDE from inter-
ested communities-

Monthly Progress.Letter dUeUSOE.
Tentative Selection by MDE, MEM, and State
Follow Through Policy Advisory. Committee
of applioant-comMunities

stibMit --State Board of Education agenda item
on..USOE interim Report

michiganState Board of Education review and
approval-of Interim Report to USOE and Mini
grants approved. for selected-applicant com-
munities and.ResourceCenteri

Mini grant awards and applications to .selected
applicant communities and Resource Centers

Interim Report due in-USOE_
QuarteriV Expenditure Report due in .0SOE
AppliCant Comunity- Application Workshop-in
Lansing



November 5, 1972
November 10, 1972

November 10, 1972

November , 1972

November 2, 1972

December 5, 1972
December 12, 1972

January 15, 1973

January 26, 1973

February 5, 1973

March.5, 1973
March 30, 1973

April 5, 1973
April 10 1973

April 15, 1973
May 5, 1973
May 21-23, 1973

Monthly Progress Letter due USOE
ReSource Center and Current Follow Through
Directors meeting in Lansing

Deadline for submitting Follow Through
applications to MDE with.pre-selection
of program sponsors

Submit State Board of Education agenda item
on.USOE Final Report on Michigan Planning
Study for Follow Through

USOE .Follow Through Staff and State Planning
Study Directors Meeting in host state

Monthly Progress Letter due USOE
Michigan State Poard of Education review and

approval of Final Report on Michigan Planning
Study-for Follow Through

Final Michigan Study Plan due USOE-
Quarterly Expenditure Report due USOE
USOE Follow Through StaffHand- State Planning

Study Directors meeting in host state,
Monthly Progress Letter due USOE
Inform selected communities, pre-selected
sponsors, and Resource Centers if Michigan
Planning Study is approved by U.S. Commissioner
of Education

Monthly Progress Letter due USOE
USOE Follow Through Staff and State Planning

Study Directors meeting in host state
Monthly Progress Letter due USOE
State Board of Education. review and approval
of State Follow Through Technical Assistance
Grant Applidation for FY 1974

QuarterlyEXpenditure Report due USOE
Monthly Progress Letter-due USOE
Follow Ithrotigh Evaluation Workshop with

selected communities, Resource Center

May 30, 1973

personnel, program- spon6ors, and MDE
Research and Evaluation Staff at State
Fifth Annual Compensatory Education
Conference in Grand Rapids

USOE Follow Through-Staff and State Planning
Study Directors meeting in-host state

June 5, 1973 Monthly Progress Letter-due USOE
July 5, 1973 Monthly Progress Letter due USOE
-JulY 15, 1973 Quarterly Expenditure Report due-USOE
July 27, 1973 USOE Follow Through Staff and State Planning

study Directors Final meeting in Washington
September 4, 1973 Michigan Five Year Plan Follow Through sites

-operational

NOTE: Wherever possible the, above calendar must apply. Appropriate
Communities will be notified of necessary relevant changes.
During the period January 1 September 4, 1973, it is expected
selected communities will be engaged in relating to program
sponsors and otherwise planning for implenentation of their
Follow Through projects in September, 1973,



K. Objectives of the Michigan Planning Study for Follow Through

Given the relatively'significant and complex history of

compensatory education in our country, and respecting the intended

conceptualization and proposed implementation of the Michigan Planning

Study for Follow Through, the following general program objectives are

offered:

National

1. To provide to the Office of Education a workable State

plan for relatively large-scale proliferation of successful local Follow
.

Through projects at reduced costs utilizing coordinated Title I, ESEA,

State, and local funds and services;

To provide to the Office of Education evaluation data

pertaining t-/ cost reduction and effectiveness in the State Follow Through

projects- program sponsor comparisons where possible, and the impact of a

State accountability model on comprehensive Follow Through approaches;

3. To provide relevant, information to the Office of-Education

pn.State Agency delivery systems for the provision of their respective

supportive services to local Follow Through communities and families.

State

To provide additional Follow Through projects and services

to as many eligible communities and children in Michigan as possible'

and consistent with Office of Education and Departm ent of Education

compensatory education guidelines and resources.

To docuMent the successful articulation of full-year Head

stam or other nursery school programs, regardless of their funding

source or adm nistrative agency, with local school. district K-3 ele-

mentary school programs participating_ in a comprehensive Follow Through.

-project.



3. To enable the Department of Education and other State Agencies

or programs to cooperatively develop the necessary capability or delivery

system(s) for the effective delivery of their respective technical and

supportive services to local Follow Through communities and families.

4. To provide the Department of Education an opportunity to

evaluate a planned state and local inter-agency, inter-program, approach to

K-3 elementary school compensatory education particularly as it applies

to.a comprehensive Follow Through approach and the State Board of Education

accountability model for the delivery of educational services to the chil-

dren enrolled in the-new Follow Through projects.

5. To afford the Department of-Education an opportunity to

compare the effectiveness of new State Follow Through projects with the

current Federal research and development pro

Local

ects in Michigan where possible.

1. To successfully articulate, for the benefit of the children

involved, the local Head Start or other nursery/preschool pr ogram regard-

less of funding source or administrative agency with the school district's

regular K-3 elementary school and Follow Through programs,

2. To effectively coordinate the school district's K-3 compen-

satory education program consistent with the requirements and guidelines

of Office of Education Follow Through guidelines and the Michigan plan-

ning Study for Follow Through,

3. To implement the State Board of Education accountability

model for improving the delivery of educational and related supportive

services to the children enrolled in their Follow Through projects.

4. To provide such evaluation data and other information or

reports to the Department of Education as required or deemed necessary



for the effective im lenentation of the Michigan Planning Study

Follow Th ough.

cooperate to the fullest extent possible with local

offices of State agencies or programs delivering their respective sup-

portive services to the local Follow Through community or families and

to report to the Department of Education on the effectiveness of these

d ryli.very systems.

G. To provide for the meaningful and direct involvement of

the parents of the Follow Through children in the development, conduct,

and overall direction of the local Follow Through project as offered in

the guidelines relating to such involvement contained in the Michigan

Planning Study for Follow Through.



L. List of Respondents Not Proposed as Applicant Cormunities

From a group of forty -one potential applicant communities respond-

ing as requested to the Michigan Planning Study for Follow Through by

submitting the necessary screening criteria forms to the Department of

Education,lhe fourteen communities indicated below are not proposed as

Follow Through applicants to the State Board of Education by the Compen-

satory Education Services Follow Through office and the State Follow

Through Policy Advisory Committee for the reasons stated:

1. Big Rapids Small number of eligible K -3 students

Brighton - Small number of eligible K-3 students

Capitol Area Community Action Program (Lansing) - No

eligible K-3 students

4. Croswell Small number of eligible K-3 students

5. Deckerville - Small number of eligible K-3 students

6. East Lansing Small¢ number of eligible K-3 students

7. Fennvine - No evidence of full -year Head Start or other

preschool program

Godwin Heights a Small number of eligible K-3 students

ron Small number of eligible K-3 students

10. Memphis/Capac - Small number of eligible K-3 students

11. Port Hope - Small number of .eligible K-3 .studen

12. Van Dyke - Small number of eligible tudents

13. Wyandotte - Small number of eligible K-3 students

14. Yale - Small number of. eligible K-3 students

It should also be noted that the absence of full -year Head Start

or other presChool programs and the lack of proximity or- affiliation by

- 47 -



most of the above communities to other potential applicant =mil u iities

selc ,g a similar program sponsor approach e also conside-,d crucial

factors. Thus, it was believed that these and criteria outlined in

Appendix D w __id provide a sufficient numboi of applicant communit

conducive the most effective educational program planning, manage

meat, budgeting, and evaluatio--
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1. Appendix A -

Appendix H -
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State Departments of Education and Social Services
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ment Services

14. Appendix N - By-Laws Michigan Com unity Coordinated Child Care Council
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August 9 1972
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17. Appendix 2 - Draft Sorg,- Components ucational Evaluation

16. ndix R - State Polley Through Policy Advisory Committee
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Appendix U - Follow Through Policy Advisory Committee and parent
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